THE TRIBUTE QUOTA LISTS FROM 430 TO 425 B.C.

1. The dating problem

Bradeen and McGregor with exemplary skill and patience re-examined the almost
desperately worn front face of ATL ii List 26. They were able to prove that the
lines of its prescript were precisely forty-seven letters long. This excludes the
possibility of dating this list 430/29 or 428/7 B.C., since only six spaces are
available for the first numeral.! They rightly maintained that the ATL Lists 25
and 26 must be kept together, but unlike them I would challenge the ATL
numbering and order. I still think that this should be reversed.?

In List 26 the survivors of two special pre-war categories are registered after
the Thracian panel as they were from the start, though the panel has been moved
from the end to the head of the list.® In List 25 they come at the very end,
following an appendix to the Hellespontine panel.# It is only a formal point and
may seem trivial. But I submit that it is indicative of an error in the accepted
numbering. It is not easy to see why a secretary should have gone back to the
pre-war arrangement and have treated the categories virtually as an integral part
of the Thracian panel. In fact only three of the ten names left are Thracian. This
looks to me rather like unreflecting continuation of previous practice. The man
who prepared ‘List 25’ will have decided that the groups fitted better right at the

end.’

This is not the only point that recommends revision. In the Ionic-Karian
column of SEG V.25 Meritt and West restored lines 32 f.as [...6...1{[...6...
émpopals. This was changed in ATL i, with a revealing note on p.196: ‘The
conjectural restoration . . .in . ..SEG V.25 must be deleted and [... 5 .. ano
Kaplalsor {.. ... 9 ....Kapels substituted as the basis for reconstruction.” By
what compulsion must it? It has been accepted too tamely. Bradeen and
McGregor for example keep the ATL reading [Kpvés ano Kapia]s without
comment.® Though Xiot, Av\iarar, and IoAixvaiot Kapes occur in the early

! See Studies in Fifth Century Attic
Epigraphy (1973), p.12 with n.10. We
cannot then read meuntéc or ¢88oués.

? Op. cit., pp.20—2; see Meiggs, The
Athenian Empire (1972), pp.531 and 537;
Mattingly, CQ N.S. 16 (1966), 179—83 and
BSA 65 (1970), 133—42.

* Compare ATL ii List 26.col.ii.34—49
with 21.col.vi.5—-37; 22.col.ii.76—100;
23.col.ii.68—82.

* ATL ii List 25.col.iii.54—65. It is also
worth watching the positioning of this
Hellespontine appendix in the lists. In List
25 it is at the right-hand bottom corner of
the front face of the stele, in 26 it is on the
left lateral face, and in 27 actually at the
top of the reverse face. Only in List 25 is
it in immediate contact with the main
Hellespontine panel.

* I made my main point already in CQ N.S.

16 (1966), 180. Meiggs ignored it in his
rebuttal (op. cit., pp.574—7). Instead he
dealt with my claim that the rubric headings
in List 26 were much closer to the pre-war
headings than those in List 25. [ am less
sure of this now, despite Meiggs’s qualified
approval. Bradeen and McGregor have
shownthat [....7...0%el....Jotl[..... 9
....lot[€é] 7a [xo---] can be read with fair
certainty in col.ii.43 f. See their p.13 and text.
I do not know how to restore this, but—like
Meiggs—remain extremely sceptical about the
ATL version which Bradeen and McGregor
retained ([ralo8e Bo] Aé [ovv 7] 6t [SikaoTepl]
ot [¢] ra [xoev]). For typographical changes
see their p.13.

¢ They could read no more letters than in
ATL ii, but tacitly confirmed that crucial
sigma against the blank in IG i? 216. See
their p.17 and text.
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lists, there is only one example of this usage in the period that concerns us.” For
the ATL preference [Kpvés amo Kapialc, however, there is even less support.
The sole parallel is [. . . 6 . . .]7at amo Kapias in List 25.8 A barely paralleled
usage seems the wrong basis for reconstruction, if we have a choice.

The ATL editors abandoned the SEG V restoration because they had convinced
themselves that formal, explicit epipbora was ended at the assessment of 430 B.C.
It must not then appear in any later list. In List 25, supposedly the first of that
assessment period, the epiphora mentioned is owed from the previous year.’

The argument looks a trifle circular. On purely formal grounds there can be no

objection to restoring [... 6 ...l and [. .

.6 ... emgpopals, for which there is

abundant precedent, in List 26. But, if we do this, then surely List 25 must follow
it. Pygela is registered as paying epipbora due the previous year, while two
Thracian allies have their current supplementary payments included in their
quotas. Explicit epiphora has disappeared.'®

There are now two possible placings for ATL ii List 27. It could stay in
428/7 B.C., where the 100 drachmai tribute of Notion fits admirably—just after
the Notion ‘troubles’ and the settlement of the Kolophonian remnant there.

But Notion’s tribute is still pegged at 100 drachmai in the 425 B.C. reassessment,
so that 427/6 B.C. is equally open. The order 26, 25, 27 is at least arguable.'!
Another piece of evidence may seem to strengthen it.

Meritt dated 428/7 B.C. an Athenian decree which obliged Therambe to help
with the upkeep of Athenian archons at Aphytis. This should surely be linked
with Therambe’s curious supplementary payment in List 25.'% Aige also paid a
supplement of a twelfth this year. Was Aige—also in Pallene—one of ‘the other
cities’ which were also to contribute, according to Meritt’s persuasive supplement
in ATL ii D 212" At this point in the argument we meet a real snag. In the full
Thracian panel of List 25 only Therambe and Aige pay any supplement. Perhaps
the restoration in D 21 is faulty. I would prefer to read o [vvreN]dvTwr 6€ kal
Aliydvrion .|.Jis kaBdmep MeBwvaios kara 70 [. .. .]1v Yneioua. The short
residual gaps present difficulties. But for the first we might reasonably venture

Aliydvrigy av|6] . ™

At this stage a more serious snag must be faced. Meritt’s dating of D 21 can
hardly stand. His version starts with the dubious restoration 0kTakooiwy ulediuvwv]

" See ATL i, Register pp.440 f. (note
[Xio] ¢ Kape[s]in A9 of 425 B.C.), 242 f.,
and 382. Apart from A 9, the latest example
comes in List 4.

8 The ATL editors read [Kedpid] rat amo
Kaplas, since they place the only alternative
IMeAearar in Kos (see i.191 and 533).

9 See ATL i.452 f.: Bradeen and McGregor,
op. cit., p.22 (ATL view).

10Note the entries [ITuyeA]éc and [ITuye]
Aéc héves émpopdc in col.i.45 f. and the
odd quotas APFFHFC and PEFEF] in
col.ii.26 f.

11 Meiggs (op. cit., pp.532 f. and 536)
argued that 428/7 B.C. was a probable, but
not certain date for List 27. I would now
agree with him. For Notion in 425 B.C. see
A 9 col.ii.107 (H vacat [Nd7ov).

12 Gee col.ii.25 and Meritt, Hesperia 13
(1944), 211-23, no. 2 (= ATL ii D 21).

For the archons and their upkeep (lines
6—8) see in particular pp.218 f. The ATL
editors’ view of epipbora prevented them
from seeing that Therambe’s supplement
could—indeed should—be explained by this
clause of the Aphytis decree. They treated
both it and Aige’s parallel anomaly (col.ii.26)
in List 25 as fines for late payment. For a
wider view of epiphora (simply ‘additional
payment’; it may be voluntary) see S. Eddy,
AJPb 94 (1973), 62—4.

13 Lines 7 f.: o [vvreA]dvTwr 8¢€ kal
a[t &ANat w6\ |€] s kabdmep Mebwvaios
kata 16 [adro]v ynooua.

14 Or A[lydvrior xwlp] ic? Meritt’s 70
[adTd]v Yynooua involves an odd spelling
(for avrd), but it is not unparalleled. I had
earlier thought of 70 [kowd]v here (BSA 65
(1970), 135 n.33).
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in line 3. There is no reason for raising the question of corn imports so early. The
clause probably concerns a military establishment or commitment.'* The corn
imports are regulated by the clause introduced by mep( 8¢ in line 4. From mepi 8¢
to the broken infinitive—eofat I would recognize a subordinate clause explaining
Aphytis’ need for imported food. We can then continue with péxot pvpicov
uediuvw v ékaywyln éotw avrolis kabamep M|e] Bwvaios. There is no

need to add any further point here such as the price to be paid (‘the same as
for Methone’).! Even in the ATL restoration this clause surely refers back to
the first concession granted in the decree for Methone in 426/5 B.C., not to the

general demand for freedom of trade in the measure that preceded that one.

17

The second Methone decree opens with M[efovai|ois] e [at éx] oa[yo] yev éy
Butavrio oito uéx[pt . . . akwox] t\iov uediuvov 16 évavro ék doto. The Aphytis
clause presupposes this. It can dispense with all superfluous detail, because this
had recently been spelled out fully for Methone. '8

I cannot myself see how this logic can be resisted. Therambe’s extra payment
for the archons in Methone was in all probability established in 426/5 B.C. The
correct order of the lists will then be 27, 26, and 25 and List 25 will represent the
last regular assessment before Kleon and his friends intervened with such drastic

effect.!®

2. The status of Thera before 425 B.C.

Thera was neutral in 431 B.C. together with Melos. In 425 B.C., again like Melos,
the island was put on the reassessment schedule. In 418/17 B.C. it certainly paid.?°
Scholars have long reckoned Thera tributary before 425 B.C. The name @epaiot
has been read without serious question on the appallingly worn front face of
List 26. In a clause of Kleonymos’ Tribute Decree of 426/5 B.C. Thera was
bracketed with Samos—both presumably as payers of war-indemnities—and these
moneys were apparently separated from the tribute as such.?!

A new fragment of Kleonymos’ decree has improved the text in lines 20—3.

I give it in a conservative version:*?

!5 What survives runs [.]vra 1a[.]
okTakoolwy ul.......... 20 ...uun.n.. Tvel....9....
m|0] Aepov 70 kepdAawov. A force of 800
men would suit the general context, which
concerns defence matters.

16 Meritt’s restoration—as in A TL ii—was—
uediuvwlv: 1 8¢ Tuln éoTw adro[ic
ka@dmep M|elbwvalow. Purely exempli
gratia—to show the structure of the sentence,
as I see it—I would hazard the supplement
mepl 8¢ 7[5 aito 6 8led[vral L "Agu[raio
elogé |plecbar, uéxpt uuplwy pesdluvw v
étaywyln éoTw adrolic kabdmep M|e]
Owvalo.

7 As Meritt argued in Hesperia 13 (1944),
216. I challenged this in CQ N.S. 11 (1961),
161 with n.5 and, despite his brief attempt
at refutation in GRBS 8 (1967), 51 f.,

I think that my point has not yet been
answered.

'® In the Methone clause we find the import
defined as an annual quota from Byzantion,

free of duty and subject only to prior
notification of the Hellenophylakes. For
the text see IG i>.57 (ATL ii D 4).34-41.

' The Hellenotamias [Ac]o[v6]awo[c
"Axaplvevs in List 25 (prescript, line 3)
is presumably the chairman to whom
money was paid in 426/5 B.C. See IG
i.324 (Meiggs and Lewis no. 72), 2 f.,
beAA[evorauiaw - .. .l..... 10..... ]
€l kai xovvépxooi[v ----].

20 See Thuc.2.9.4 and ATLii A9,
col.i.65 and 68; List ‘33" (Meiggs and Lewis
—henceforth ML —no. 75), col.i.10.

2! See col.iii.23 and the improved text of
IG i*.65+ in ATL ii D 8.21—5. U. Kohler
was the first to read [®@]ep[ai] o¢; see IG
1.257 (pp.137 f.).

22 Essentially I follow ML no. 68, where
Meritt’s tentative textual suggestions are
reported on p.186. For his comment see
AJPh 88 (1967), 30.
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stoich.36
— €] 070 8€ Kal Za
uiows katl @epaide [ . ... 8 ... .Ja[.Je[Jal. .. 1c[.7]
ov xpeudrov ov e X[. .. 8 ...l ev T€S aipéaeos
[7] ov avdpov —
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I find this disturbing, but it does not seem to have worried other scholars.
Meritt commented thus in publishing it: ‘In fact this decree does not apply to
Samos and Thera . . . cities that made contributions of money other than
tribute (¢0poc) in the strict sense of that term. They were to have no collectors
for these other moneys . . . Samos never paid tribute, but Thera paid both
tribute and indemnity.’”> Meiggs and Lewis add a similar gloss: ‘The decree is
then applied with certain modifications to . . . payments by Samos, Thera and
other cities (with similar obligations) which are not tribute payments . . . Thera
differs from Samos in paying tribute as well as indemnity.’?® There seems to be
faulty logic here. The decree was being applied not to ‘payments’ by these two
cities, but to the cities themselves. They were not to have ‘no collectors for
these other moneys’. They were to have no collectors at all. The decree began
by laying on all tributaries the duty of appointing collectors. Samos did not pay
tribute and so needed special mention, if it was to be brought in some way
under the terms of this decree. But if Thera was tributary, then the decree
applied to Thera. No modification—least of all one concerned with the appoint-
ment of the tribute collectors—was needed in Thera’s case.?*

Bradeen and McGregor were aware that I had questioned the tributary status
of Thera before 425 B.C. They therefore studied the crucial entry in col. iii of
List 26 with special care. They declared themselves satisfied with the reading
and added an undotted iota. Thera, it would seem, must be accepted.?

We should first note their frank admissions on the state of the stone and the
problems of decipherment. ‘The obverse surface,’ they write, ‘. . . is in appalling
condition . . . Much of the stone is worn, eroded, and scarred.” At the right-hand
corner of the smooth upper section, however, letters were easier to read and
showed the tell-tale rust-coloured patina often found in letters cut in Pentelic
marble. Elsewhere only such patina survived where cuttings may once have been.
‘We believe that these traces frequently represent’ they declare, ‘all that survives
of letters and have accordingly made the appropriate identifications.” The word
‘frequently’ should be noted. Where such traces occurred between or outside
stoichoi, they would tend to be ignored. When the traces of patination were not
‘appropriate’, they could also be ruled out. I make this point in no denigrating
spirit, but simply to show that there is inevitably a subjective element of choice.?

More closely relevant are some later passages in their commentary. On line 1
of the prescript they write: ‘Few traces of the relative pronoun . . . are clearly

6

23 See ML p.187. Meritt thought thata
separate decree was needed for Samos and
Thera and restored accordingly.

24GSee D 8.5—7 [bhondo]al méAes pdpo|v
Pépoa(i 'Ablevalios hawéobov] év ékdaTel
7€|[T] méXew [¢pdpo évAovéac] (a plausible
restoration, retained in ML). In line 22
Meritt supplied [wA]év 7&¢ alpéoeos| [T]ov
avspév, which would strengthen my point if
accepted. Meiggs and Lewis do not adopt it,

but it is not clear how they would construe
the phrase or whether any other meaning
could be found here. Exemption from
appointing collectors seems to be the point.

25 Op.cit., pp.3 and 14.

26 Op.cit., pp.8 f. They fairly agree that
the condition of the surface of the stone has
not changed significantly since the first
editors’ days.
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incised but the rough scars in the marble form the expected shapes and we
withhold dots.” On the sixth stoichos of line 10 in col. ii they comment: ‘There
is a suggestion of rho in an oval-shaped hollow.” But this time they do not choose
to print even a dotted letter, though it is the ‘expected’ one.?” On line 37 in

col. iii they observe: ‘The omicron is a series of punches forming the expected
rounding’.”® Finally I group three typical and revealing judgements on col. iv:
‘The apparent lower and right side of a circular letter between the first and
second stoichoi cannot be authentic cutting . . . The first letter of line 57
appears to be circular; it may have inspired Rangabé’s rho . . . We see no credible
evidence of engraving in line 58. The only possible circular scar lies to the left of
the first stoichos.’?

We may now confront their considered judgement on col. ii.23. ‘We see
enough of the letters printed’, they claim, ‘to make the reading sure: the
horizontals of epsilon, the bow of rho, the upper tips of the iotas, the circular
scar of omicron. We cannot identify any trace of the first letter.” Combining this
with earlier editors’ notes I would suggest [.] Z 2 [.] 'O’ as a reasonable transcrip-
tion of what they actually ‘saw’ on the stone.*® Now the circular scar has always
been taken for omicron or theta and meets both their criteria for acceptance.

It leads to a credible restoration (unlike Pittakys’s [lepvfior), and it is right in
the middle of its stoichos. This does not prove it right. It still could be no more
a letter than that ‘only possible circular scar near . . . to the left of the first
stoichos’ 3!

The quota preserved against the name in col. iii.23 is HHH. Thera was assessed
for 5 talents in 425 B.C. (quota[F), so that the amount is at least credible for
Thera earlier.3? But it was also a common Island tribute before the war.
Methodologically then alternatives to Thera—other than Chalkis (col. iii.13)—
should be considered. Only one has any credibility. Hephaisteia on Lemnos
should have appeared in the main Island panel this year, when its neighbours
Myrina and Imbros were registered separately in a special category.3® The ethnic
is normally spelt "E¢ato7t€s in the lists, but it must be restored as [b] edlaol Tt
[és|hlole év Aéuvol] in ATL ii A 9, col. 1.95 f. The tribute assessed in 425 B.C.
was 4 talents.* I therefore suggest the reading HHH [H] E®[AII[Z]IT[IEZ]
for List 26 col. iii.23. When I was in Athens recently I examined the stone very
carefully to see whether this reading was possible. I found nothing that would
rule it out. ‘The circular scar of omicron’ may well not be a letter at all. To the
right of Bradeen and McGregor’s second iota the surface is so worn that I doubt
whether any letters once there would still show. Significantly they read very few
letters at this point in the whole of col. iii, and they do not dismiss Rangabe’s
MepivOior on the grounds that their second iota must be the last letter.3®

*7 Op.cit., pp.9 and 12 f. (they print Antiquités belléniques i, no. 223.
Zrlaly[wotrad). 31 Op.cit., p.19. Pittakys (E¢.Apx.1853,
8 Op.cit., p.15. This description, which no. 1252) also read Bepyaiot in line 24!
might suggest that chisel cuts survived, 32ATLii A9, col.i.9.
should be compared with one that follows— 33 See on this Bradeen and McGregor,
‘The top of the omicron . . . survives in op.cit., p.14. They wanted to restore
colour; the bottom and right side are Hephaisteia in col.iii.26 opposite the
cutting; on the left a series of punches appropriate quota HHH.
joins colour and cutting.’ 34 See ATL 1.280 f. (Register) for the
2% Op.cit., pp.18 f. See especially Rangabé, evidence.
Antiquités belléniques i, no. 224. 35 Michael Osborne kindly helped me

30 Op.cit., p.14. See especially Rangabé, examine this part of the stone in the
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The case of Thera demonstrates neatly how evidence may clash and what we
may have to contemplate doing as a result. Epigraphic expertise is an enviable
gift, but it must be kept subordinate. We have good testimony now on Thera’s
status before 425 B.C. Like Samos it was saddled with an indemnity, and for a
time it paid no tribute. This fact makes reading the ‘circular scar’ as omicron no
longer ‘credible’. It cannot any more be termed ‘the expected reading’ because
historically we have no reason to expect it.

University of Leeds HARroOLD B. MATTINGLY

Epigraphic Museum in August 1976 and have tried to take proper account of his
would, I think, agree with this judgement of  points and the article has gained somewhat
mine at least. I am also most grateful to the  in presentation.

CQ reader for some pertinent criticism. I
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